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The paper offers an assessment of the mainstreaming of fisheries in Latin American national development plans and Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, World Bank Country Assistance Strategies and EU Country Strategy papers. Although fisheries are not one of the region's most important industries, it does make a major contribution to world fisheries production and includes a number of internationally significant producers. More importantly, those directly involved in the sector are predominantly small-scale artisanal producers, a group traditionally regarded as vulnerable to poverty. Therefore, mainstreaming -the integration of a sector into every stage of policy processes to address cross-sectoral issues such as poverty reduction -may have important welfare implications for those drawing livelihoods from the industry. The extent of mainstreaming, examined by a content analysis of development plans, is compared to the economic and social significance of fishing. The paper concludes that fisheries are under-represented in development planning in a significant number of countries, and also in comparison with African, Asian, and Small Island Developing States.
Seventy per cent of the developing world's poor live in the rural economy. A keynote report to the UN Economic and Social Council emphasised the need to establish policies to eradicate poverty by 'incorporating broad integrated rural development strategies designed to reduce poverty into the national planning and policy framework' (Annan, 2003, 18, 21) , and highlighting the integration of food security within development strategies. This paper explores how fisheries are 'mainstreamed' into Latin American development strategies. Internationally, FAO (2002a, 106) have incorporated fisheries within its 2000-2015 Strategic Framework to facilitate sustainable use of the world's fisheries and aquaculture. Regionally, Latin America's Network of Small-Scale Rural Aquaculture Producers addresses poverty alleviation and food security through fisheries management and aquaculture development.
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While this and other regional programmes have delivered notable outcomes, fisheries are not central to the goals of most developing world governments (Thorpe, 2005) . 'Mainstreaming' implies the integration of an issue or sector into all areas of public policy, rather than considering them as a discrete policy problem. Various studies have examined the 'mainstreaming' of gender, sustainability, HIV/AIDS, and forestry in national poverty reduction strategies.
2 There has been no widespread effort to conduct a similar analysis focusing on fisheries, with the exception of Thorpe (2005) . The only other relevant study, conducted by the Sustainable Fisheries Livelihood Programme (SFLP) for small-scale fisheries in West African countries, evaluated the extent of fisheries mainstreaming within the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) of countries participating in the SFLP, concluding that fishers were 'rarely taken into account in PRSPs formulation' (DFID, 2002, ii) . This conclusion is disappointing given the support for small-scale fishing communities in the Code of Conduct of Responsible Fisheries, which recommended their assistance and protection to ensure a 'just livelihood' (FAO, 1995) . It is arguably symptomatic of a more general malaise identified by Béné (2003, 949) , whereby 'there is almost a complete absence of references to fisheries case studies in the current literature on poverty'. Our principal concern is not to advocate fisheries as a means of development or to promote particular management objectives and strategies. Rather, we aim to evaluate whether the fisheries sector is mainstreamed in Latin American development strategies, and the extent to which the degree of representation in national policies reflects the sector's economic and social importance. While the lack of reference to the fisheries sector in National Development Plans (NDPs) or PRSPs does not necessarily indicate the absence of policies for the sector, it does suggest that the sector issues are detached from the broader development discourse, particularly poverty reduction strategies. In consequence, the sector's stakeholders are likely to find their concerns relegated behind those of more favourably viewed interests. In addition, since the development strategies of multilateral donors such as the World Bank and EU are increasingly predicated upon national development strategies, there is an increased possibility that the sector will be overlooked by international development agencies. Our analysis suggests that in many cases fisheries are significantly under-represented in development plans relative to their economic and social importance.
The paper is organised as follows. First, we assess the place of fisheries in development strategies, considering the impact of Latin America's New Economic Model (NEM) on the sector. Next, we offer some stylised facts on the sector's economic and social significance in the region. This is followed by a content analysis of national, World Bank, and EU development plans to determine how well fisheries are represented. We conclude that fisheries are under-represented in development plans in many cases, with possible welfare implications for those whose livelihoods depend upon this fragile activity.
Fisheries in Latin American development
The NEM established a new development paradigm of market liberalisation, particularly of international trade, domestic and international finance, and labour markets.
3 One consequence for rural economies has been the retreat of the state as an agent of rural development (David et al., 2000 (David et al., , 1677 . While the NEM's impact upon agriculture and forestry has been widely discussed (Weeks, 1995; Silva, 1997; David et al., 2000) its influence on fisheries has been less widely debated. Ibarra et al. (2000a, 600-05) suggest that its principal effects on fisheries were realised through trade liberalisation, financial deregulation, tax reform and privatisation, which typically encouraged overexploitation and overcapitalisation. A further consequence was the growing influence of powerful industrial interests, reflecting the pervasive strengthening of business associations and their increasing influence within Latin America (Durand and Silva, 1998; Roberts, 2002) . For example, Peña-Torres (1996, 76-82; 1997, 265-66) attributes the regulatory capture characterising Chile's 1991 Fisheries Law to increased concentration of ownership in the industrial fisheries.
While industrial fisheries contribute the major part of the region's fisheries production, some 90 per cent of the continent's fishers are artisanal producers (Bermudez and Aguero, 1994, 38-39) . Although artisanal fishers receive some privileges under fisheries legislation, neoliberal policies have eliminated many of these perceived sources of inefficiency, as exemplified by Mexico's 1992 Fisheries Law which suspended the longstanding exclusive access rights of fishing cooperatives to important inshore fisheries (Villa Arce, 1996, 44) . This had been preceded by extensive lobbying by private sector interests (Ibarra et al., 2000b, 524 Development (1977 Development ( -1982 , and doubled the sector's proposed investment budget to US$1.3 billion (Ibarra et al., 2000b, 521) . In Argentina, the Menem government's export-oriented neoliberal programme encouraged fleet growth that increased the sector's influence (Thorpe et al., 2000 (Thorpe et al., , 1692 .
The potential for integrating fisheries in Latin American development strategies
What factors determine the representation of fishing in development plans? We expect the contribution to growth to be a significant factor. There are dramatic examples of the sector's ability to facilitate economic growth in the region, most obviously the development of Peru's fishmeal industry which was central to the 1971-1976 National Development Plan (Ibarra et al., 2000b, 510) . Latin America's NEM typically emphasises the gains from trade, privileging agricultural and minerals exports. However, fisheries offer a more fragile basis for development, and as Thorpe et al. (2000 Thorpe et al. ( , 1699 conclude, 'the NEM has not materially reduced the outstanding problems of overfishing, overcapitalization and conflict. In certain respects, these problems have worsened.' Nonetheless, the sector is an important industry to many developing countries, whose net earnings from fisheries trade in 2001 were some US$17.7 billion, an amount larger than for any other traded food commodity (FAO, 2002b) . Fisheries are also central to food security in many developing countries. It seems reasonable, therefore, that where there is a significant contribution by fisheries to exports or food security this would be reflected in development strategies. We examine growth considerations through the association between contributions to trade and consumption. The value of each country's fisheries exports as a proportion of the total value of agricultural exports (including fisheries commodities) indicates the relative importance of trade. The average daily per capita fish consumption as a proportion of total animal protein signifies the share of consumption. Both series are from 2000 (see Appendix 1).
To examine equity issues, we plot the number of fishers as a proportion of the economically active population in 2000 against the rural poverty headcount index, figures for which are available for about three-quarters of the sample (Appendix 1). We anticipate inclusion in policies when a substantial proportion of a country's poor are engaged in the sector. While Béné (2003, 950) has challenged the acceptance of the common 'Malthusian perception' that portrays fishing as synonymous with poverty, the predominance of artisanal fishers in the region suggests that many drawing livelihoods from the sector will be among the poorer members of society. Rural poverty is used as a proxy measure of poverty in this predominantly rural industry. From an equity perspective, we expect representation in development strategies when fisheries employment is relatively large and where a significant proportion of the poor are dependent on the sector. Latin America's fisheries are globally important. The region contributes approximately one-fifth to world marine fish production and about one-quarter of the developing world's fish exports by value, although only about 3.3 per cent of employment in global fisheries. Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, Mexico and Peru landed more than 500,000 tonnes of fish during 2000, accounting for some 95 per cent of production in the region. Most production was from marine fisheries: inland fisheries and aquaculture accounted for just 2.3 per cent and 3.8 per cent of output respectively. Table 1 shows descriptive statistics for trade, consumption, employment and rural poverty in the region.
These figures yield several stylised facts. On average, fisheries made an important contribution to trade, although the average contribution to agricultural exports disguises considerable variation between countries. Peru's fisheries made the greatest contribution to export earnings: valued at some US$1.1 billion, fish contributed approximately one-fifth of total export earnings. However, the value of Chilean fisheries exports was considerably higher at approximately US$1.8 billion, though the volume of trade was lower. This reflects the composition of trade in the two countries: while low-value fish meal accounted for 80 per cent of Peruvian exports by value, the dominant commodities in Chilean exports were fresh, chilled or frozen fish, largely attributable to the development of aquaculture.
4 Not all fisheries in the region are export-oriented. The value of Bolivian and Paraguayan exports in 2000 was US$24,000 and US$45,000 respectively, representing less than 0.01 per cent of the value of agricultural exports in both countries (FAO, 2002b) . Bolivia, Brazil, Paraguay and Suriname all ran deficits on fisheries trade during 2000, although the region's trade surplus was approximately US$5.5 billion.
Examining consumption reinforces the perception of the region's fisheries as export-oriented. Fish contributes only about 10 per cent of the average daily animal protein consumption in Latin America, approximately half the level in Africa and Asia, where coastal populations are relatively smaller. This result is not surprising. Consumer preferences, limited post-harvest processing and distribution technologies, and the imperative of foreign exchange earnings, have limited efforts to increase consumption. Neoliberal policies have typically reinforced the sector's export orientation.
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Total fisher employment circa 2000 was just over 1.1 million persons. The employment rate was highest in Ecuador at 3.29 per cent of the economically active population, but less than 1 per cent in the region's other major producers. It is unsurprising that participation was greatest in Belize, Suriname and Guyana, since fisheries employment is generally high in those countries designated as Small Island Developing States (Thorpe, 2005) . 6 Although the rate of fisheries employment in most Latin American economies is below 1 per cent, this may not reflect the sector's local and regional importance. Direct employment in fishing typically understates participation in the sector, as there is evidence that three persons are employed in processing, marketing or distribution for each fisher (Macfadyen and Corcoran, 2002) . Figure 1 shows the relationship between the contributions to trade and consumption. Horizontal and vertical reference lines, set at the mean values shown in Table 1 , divide the chart into four quadrants. Countries in the Northeast quadrant (Belize, Guyana, Peru and Venezuela) saw the greatest contribution to export earnings and national diets. As a result, we might anticipate the sector's integration into these countries' national development strategies based on their potential contribution to growth. Fisheries in countries in the Southeast quadrant (Chile, Ecuador, Nicaragua and Panama) made an above average contribution to agricultural export earnings but contributed less to domestic consumption. Fisheries were relatively unimportant in both respects for countries in the Southwest quadrant (Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Paraguay and Uruguay). This does not necessarily mean that economic development and poverty reduction strategies in these countries should ignore the sector. Low consumption may be a corollary of limited national incomes, underdeveloped markets, and cultural preferences. Suriname was the only country found in the Northwest quadrant, indicating the sector's importance to consumption and below average contribution to export earnings. Table 1 . The only country positioned in the Northeast quadrant was Panama. Ecuador was located in the Southeast quadrant by virtue of its high employment rate and below average rural poverty. Fisheries employment in Belize, Guyana and Suriname exceeded 2 per cent of the labour force, and each would have been located in either quadrant if a measure of rural poverty were available. Without positing any causal relationship between the variables, the evidence of above average employment suggests a plausible case for including fisheries in the national development and poverty reduction strategies of these countries. It is evident that most countries were in the Southwest (Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Honduras and Paraguay) or Northwest quadrants (Bolivia, Guatemala, Nicaragua, Peru and Venezuela). The employment rate in these countries was below the regional average, averaging some 0.66 per cent of the economically active population. Given the relative magnitude of fisheries employment, we would not necessarily anticipate the sector's inclusion in national development and poverty reduction strategies on equity grounds.
Investigating mainstreaming
To evaluate the sector's mainstreaming in development plans we adapt the content analysis approach used by Oksanen and Mersmann (2003) to appraise forestry's status in Sub-Saharan African PRSPs 7 Content analysis is a 'systematic, replicable technique for compressing many words of text into fewer content categories based on explicit rules of coding ' (Semler, 2001, 1) . Our approach examines four aspects of the documents.
8 First, documents were examined for fisheries-related issues. Secondly, they were scrutinised for analyses of causal linkages between fisheries and poverty. Thirdly, we considered whether plans identified responses to fisheries issues and linkages with poverty, considering whether responses were general or specific (i.e. did they include detailed plans, costs, monitoring and evaluation, etc.). Finally, we examined plans for evidence of participatory processes: were stakeholders consulted and involved in formulating policies? The second stage of the analysis considered the extent of statements under each aspect and awarded each a numeric score. Limited references to fisheries were coded as one, more elaborate statements as two, and extensive references that could be described as best practice as three. Zero indicates that the plan contained no information relevant to a particular aspect. An average score indicates the extent to which fisheries are incorporated into the development plans of any particular country. We concur with Oksanen and Mersmann (2003, 132 ) that the method, though subjective in certain respects, is transparent, offers some guidance to a sector's incorporation within development plans, and allows for international comparisons.
We analysed all available Latin America NDPs, World Bank Country Assistance Strategies (CAS), and EU Country Strategy Papers (CSP) to determine the extent of mainstreaming, presenting full details in Appendices 1-3. We subsequently compared these findings with predictions based upon an analysis of the region's fisheries. (As World Bank and EU papers are expected to follow national plans the 'process' criterion was eliminated.)
The analysis of NDPs and PRSPs is summarised in Table 2 (see Appendix 2 for more details). Although seven states mentioned fisheries issues, references to the sector were limited. Guyana recognised fishing in the Rupununi development project area, although it was not the focus of the development plan. Argentine and Costa Rican documents implied growth opportunities and average primary industry earnings respectively. Paraguay acknowledged the danger of over-fishing, while Salvadorean and Mexican programmes considered improved regional and national institutional coordination respectively. Peru's Plan Estratégico Nacional (PEN) -2006 (National Strategic Plan 2002 -2006 extensively reviewed the sector's status and developments and was the most fully developed document in this respect. Four countries mentioned links between fisheries and poverty, Peru's PEN offering the most comprehensive discussion, albeit indirectly by proposing to raise fish consumption by 50 per cent since the plan did not directly address poverty. Increasing consumption relative to fishmeal production has been an objective since the 1971-1976 National Development Plan, although with little success (Ibarra et al., 2000b, 510) . Nonetheless, Peru's PEN can be held up as best practice within the region. The Bolivian and Honduran PRSPs acknowledged fishing's negative associations, respectively highlighting how fishing consolidates subsistence lifestyles and raises health risks, notably those associated with shellfish diving.
Nine countries incorporated fisheries-related responses. However, these were often cursory. Argentine and Nicaraguan documents announced impending projects. Ecuador and Nicaragua pledged tariff reform and new regulations respectively. Venezuela promised to encourage fisheries and aquaculture development, while El Salvador identified future tasks. Several countries provided details that are more comprehensive. Brazil highlighted eight projects, including the development of enhanced information systems, marine parks, and harbour and fish processing projects. Honduras outlined two projects, including support for artisanal fisheries. Uruguay identified four strategies, including incentives for private sector aquaculture investment. Peru offered the most comprehensive response, outlining a series of objectives linked to performance indicators. Again, we describe this as best practice. There was no explicit statement in any country of the involvement of fisheries stakeholders (fishers, processors and administrations) in determining national development strategies. This absence is most notable with respect to Bolivia, Guyana, Honduras and Nicaragua, since PRSPs are expected to emerge from transparent consultation. Peru's PEN, through sub-division into sectoral documents, could be interpreted as assimilating fisheries policy into national plans, although these programmes were not 'nested' within an integrated strategy. Table 3 suggests that fisheries issues were typically better represented in EU and World Bank papers, especially in the former (see Appendices 3 and 4 for more details). Fifteen EU documents acknowledged fisheries issues, although the discussion was limited to specific issues in 11 cases. The Ecuadorian paper was more forthcoming, highlighting the coastal economy's dependence on fish exports. The Venezuelan paper précised the sector, observing that the encouragement given to artisanal fisheries by new fisheries laws would adversely affect industrial fisheries and therefore bilateral trade. The importance of fishing to Chile's economy was attributed to trade liberalisation, tempered by recognition of overfishing. The paper also acknowledged aquaculture's contribution to regional economies. Belize's CSP estimated the sector's contribution as 5 per cent of GDP in 2000, and acknowledged the environmental consequences of rapid growth. By comparison, only five World Bank documents raised fisheries issues. The El Salvador CAS questioned the impact of earthquakes on fisheries. Belize's and Panama's papers shared EU concerns for the over-exploitation of shrimp fisheries and the effects of agricultural pollution. Chile's CAS focused less on causes of fisheries development (trade liberalisation) and more on its consequences (export diversification, overfishing) than the EU paper. Argentina's CAS went further than the EU paper in emphasising the need for fisheries management.
There was little evidence in either the World Bank or EU papers of causal links between fisheries and poverty. Colombia's CAS noted how the Afro-Colombian fishing community informed the World Bank's (2002) Voices of the Poor study. Belize's and Venezuela's EU papers supported fisheries diversification to assist areas of high poverty. Of the CAS reviewed, only the Argentine paper outlined planned Bank responses to the sector's concerns. A sustainable fisheries management programme was awarded US$50 million for 2003, although few details were provided. The Argentine CSP outlined scientific and technical cooperation valued at €28 million (approximately US$28 million), and support for joint ventures and temporary fishing agreements. Belizean, Brazilian and Chilean papers also signalled EU intentions to establish cooperation agreements. The Venezuelan EU Strategy paper identified difficulties in meeting sanitary and technical standards and the limited diversity of catches, and outlined a support programme indicating objectives, actions, conditionality, indicators and funding that meets the standard of best practice. Table 4 shows aggregate average ratings for NDPs, World Bank and EU papers. As the preceding discussion intimates, these were disappointing for the region. Only Peru's 2002-2006 PEN stands out. While many donor documents mentioned fisheries they did not typically elaborate on extant issues, save in those instances (Argentina and Belize for the World Bank; Argentina, Belize, Chile and Venezuela for the EU) where the donor had or intended to establish a cooperation agreement. Certain discrepancies between the various documents are noteworthy. For example, the representation of fisheries in Argentina's NDP is appreciably lower than in either the CAS or CSP. The Chilean government clearly views its fisheries less favourably than the World Bank or EU. Similarly, the EU strategy paper rates fisheries significantly higher than does the Venezuelan government's development plan, due to the former's focus on bilateral trade.
Does the representation of fisheries in development strategies adequately reflect the sector's economic and social significance as revealed by our 'stylised facts'? Given the different methodologies employed to produce these data, any conclusions based upon the two analyses are necessarily indicative. Nonetheless, some broad groupings are evident. First, we identify that group of countries in which the integration of fisheries in development plans is consistent with their contribution to growth and equity (Bolivia, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Mexico, Paraguay and Venezuela). Secondly, we identify those countries in which the sector's integration is above the level suggested by its contribution to trade, consumption and employment (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, El Salvador, Honduras and Uruguay). Involvement in fishing or trade agreements, and concern for fishing's ecological impact appear to have been key issues for the World Bank and EU in many of these countries. While this may be good news for fishers, it carries the possibility that some other sectorperhaps more deserving of attention -has been 'crowded out' of the development agenda. Finally, we identify those countries in which development strategies underrepresent fishing's contribution to trade, consumption and employment (Ecuador, Guyana, Nicaragua, Panama and Peru). 9 The failure to mainstream the sector more effectively in these countries' development plans is problematic, since it will receive insufficient attention in the development of policies and programmes, especially in the analysis of cross-sector environmental issues.
How does the mainstreaming of fisheries in Latin American development strategies compare with other regions? Table 5 compares the results of this paper's analysis of PRSPs and NDPs with those reported by Thorpe (2005, 42, 51, 58) . It is evident that, on average, Latin American national development strategies compare unfavourably with those in other developing world fish-producing regions and country groupings. The average for Latin America is skewed by the presence of many countries with a negligible interest in fisheries, and hence Table 5 also reports the average returns for the region's major producers (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, Mexico and Peru) . Although the extent of mainstreaming on all criteria is, on average, greater for this sub-sample, it still does not approach the commitment evidenced in African, Asian and Small Islands Developing Economies' plans. While we remain cautious about the significance of these findings, it remains a cause for concern that they may reflect and reinforce the wider oversight of the sector in Latin America by international agencies and multilateral donors. 9 The inclusion of Peru among this group is anomalous, given that its NDP offers the most comprehensive statement on the sector. However, it reflects the failure of World Bank and EU development strategies to offer a comparable degree of representation. 10 Thorpe et al. (2000) note that the region's fisheries are poorly covered in the literature on fisheries development and management, certainly in comparison with other regions 
Conclusion
This paper has focused on the mainstreaming of fisheries in Latin American development and poverty reduction strategies. Although the sector is not one of the region's most important industries, it makes a major contribution to world fisheries production and plays an important role in many countries, particularly in the coastal zone. It contributes directly to economic growth, foreign exchange earnings, direct and indirect employment, and food security. Our purpose here, however, is not to advocate further fisheries development. The region's fisheries are typically harvested beyond sustainable levels and overcapitalised, and most governments in the region and international agencies agree with Christy's (1997, 22) diagnosis that 'there are few opportunities … [for] increasing fishery production. There are some opportunities for improvements in handling, processing, and distribution which could increase value.' The challenges for the region's fisheries are likely to intensify in the immediate future, through growing demand, increasing pressure on resources and ecological constraints, with policymakers facing a more complex climate of governance. Although significant, this paper does not explore these issues. Instead, it focuses on the integration of fisheries within the wider domain of development and poverty reduction strategies at the national level and with respect to the strategies of the World Bank and EU. The importance of mainstreaming an issue or sector into this domain is that it becomes integrated into every stage of policy processes -design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation. This is particularly crucial with respect to crosscutting issues such as poverty reduction, especially so given the widespread association of artisanal fisheries (as predominate in Latin America) with poverty. The paper undertook two analyses to determine the degree to which the sector was mainstreamed, and whether this was appropriate to the sector's economic and social significance. First, we examined stylised facts to establish the sector's importance. Secondly, we undertook a content analysis of PRSPs, NDP, EU CSP and World Bank CAS documents using a framework previously employed to analyse other extant issues in this type of document. The results of this exercise are illuminating, if not necessarily encouraging for many of the region's poor fishing communities. Our analysis leads us to conclude that fisheries-related issues received little attention in national or multilateral donor documents. Causal linkages between fishery-related issues and poverty-related issues also received limited analysis. In most cases, responses to fisheries development issues were poorly defined and reaffirmed general aims without identifying the resources necessary for their achievement. Our analysis suggests that the sector was not extensively involved in the development planning processes. We therefore suggest that the degree of mainstreaming of fisheries in national development strategies is poor in comparison with other groups of developing counties.
Finally, this paper has restricted itself to the analysis of development documents. It has focused on the results of the policy process, not the process itself. Given the importance of these documents, and their impact upon livelihoods-such as those of fishers and associated trades -there is a clear need for further investigation into the underlying capacity of any sector's actors to participate in these sectors. Latin America's poor fishers may not be the most urgent recipients of any future research focus throughout the entire region, but efforts to investigate and disseminate best practice further are surely welcome. 
